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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 

. has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
5/03/06 has been entered. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's arguments have been carefully considered but they were not found 
persuasive. 

2. As per claims 1-3 and 5-8 applicant states that the forensic digital watermark 
disclosed by Venkatesan does not enable to track a content signal to a receiver and 
argues that there is no reason to combine Fenghhi's teaching to complement 
Venkatesan's watermark with this capability. 

The examiner considered applicant's arguments but respectfully disagrees. The 
motivation to combine has been provided in paragraphs 21-22 in the last Office 
Action. 

Additionally, the examiner points out that the limitation: "wherein the forensic digital 
watermark identifies a receiver to enable use of the forensic digital watermark to 
track the content signal to the receiver" is essentially an intended use limitation. 
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There is no actual limitation suggesting that the content signal is tracked to a 
receiver and implementation of Fenghhi's teaching provides Vankatesan' inverition 
with such a capability. 

3. As per claim 10 applicant argues that Vankatesan and Fenghhi do not to teach: 
"wherein the forensic digital watermark identifies a receiver to enable use of the 
forensic digital watermark to track the content signal to the receiver, different 
receivers have different forensic digital watermarks, and the orientation is selected 
so that the orientation varies for different receivers. 

The examiner carefully considered applicant's arguments but respectfully disagrees 
with applicant's conclusions. Implementing different keys corresponding to different 
receivers (authorities) as taught by Fenghhi would map (identify) the watermark to 
. the receiver. Also, the process of embedding watermarks in Vankatesan's invention 
involves pseudo-random number that defines a starting location in a protected 
objects in time, space or frequency the selected orientation vary for different 
receivers. 

4. As per claims 19-20 applicant recites claim's 19 limitations that allegedly the art of 
record does not disclose. Because the limitations include a newly introduced 
limitation applicant's argument is addressed in the current rejection, below. 

5. As per claims 9 and 18 applicant argues that "embedding.the forensic digital 
watermark at an orientation that does not interfere with the digital watermark" was 
not addressed by art of record. 
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Applicants arguments have been carefully considered but not found persuasive. 
Provided reference aimed to disclose that embedding a plurality of watermarks is not 
novel. Also, even though utilizing an additional watermark in Vankatesan's invention 
would provide a better protection, any watermarks interference (including already 
existed watermark) would effectively defeat the purpose of the watemiark protection. 

6. As per 4 and 13 applicant argues that Venkatesan and Katayama do not suggest a 
"beginning frequency band alignment". 

The examiner points out that even though Venkatesan addressed beginning of a 
watermark position, and frequency band alignment has been disclosed by Katayama 
in the previous Office Action, paragraph 34. Paragraph 35 provided motivation to 
combine the inventions. 

7. Claims 1-20 have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

8. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter that applicant 
regards as the invention. 

It is not clear whether it is content signals or the receiver that the forensic watermark 
identifies recited in claim 2 identifies. Given the limitations of the independent claim 
1 for purposes of further examination the phrase is treated as though the forensic 
watermark identifies the receiver. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. Claims 1-3, 5-12 and 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Conover (U.S. Patent No. 6373960) in view of Venkatesan (U.S. 
Patent No. 6898706). 

As per claims 1-3, 5-12, 14-17 and 19-20 Conover discloses receiving a media 
content signal, selecting an orientation for a forensic digital watermark signal to be 
embedded in the content signal and on embedding the forensic digital watermark 
signal at the selected orientation in the content signal (Conover, col. 7 line 32 - line 
8 line 3). Conover's forensic digital watermark identifies a receiver to enable use of 
the watermark to track the content signal to the receiver (col. 14 lines 56-61). 

10. Although an instance of embedding inherently corresponds to a time period of 
embedding the forensic digital watermark Conover does not disclose that the 
embedding applies a different orientation for different instances of embedding the 
forensic digital watermark and using keys in the embedding. 

Venkatesan teaches embedding a different orientation for different instances of 
embedding the forensic digital watermark using keys (Venkatesan, col. 1-2 and 
. col. 13 lines 35-49). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of applicant's invention to implement embedding a different orientation for 
different instances of embedding the forensic digital watermark using keys as taught 
by Venkatesan into Conover's invention given the benefit of better protection against 
potential attacks. Col. 7 lines 15-21 
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Also. Venkatesan's watermark keys derived using pseudo-random number 
generator define a starting location in a protected objects in time, space or frequency 
(Venkatesan, col.13 lines 35-49) and as a result the orientation is random for 
different receivers and for each instance of embedding the digital watermark such 
that the orientation of the digital watermark varies for content signals processed in 
the receiver that the forensic watermark identifies, the orientation specifies random 
beginning time/frequency/spatial alignment of the content signal. 
1 1 .As per claims 9 and 18 Conover in view of Venkatesan do not explicitly teach 
attempting to detect a digital watermark in the; content signal, and in response to 
detecting a digital watermark, embedding the forensic digital watermark at an 
orientation that does not interfere with the digital watermark. However, the limitation 
is implicit; Conover's aims to unambiguously identify the equipment used in . 
recording an unauthorized copy of content (col. 5 lines 44-47) based on a watermark 
embedded by the equipment and it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of applicant's invention to detect a digital watermark in the 
content signal, and in response to detecting a digital watermark, embedding the 
forensic digital watermark at an orientation that does not interfere with the digital 
watermark. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to perform 
such a modification in order to identify each of the equipment used in recording an 
unauthorized copy unambiguously without altering previously recorded forensic data. 
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12. Claims 4 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Conover (U.S. Patent No. 6373960) in view of Venkatesan (U.S. Patent No. 
6898706) and further in view of (Katayama U.S. Pub. No. 20020027994). 
Conover in view of Venkatesan teach the method of digital watermarking that 
embeds a digital watermark signal in a media content signal at the selected 
orientation in the frequency domain, wherein the orientation specifies random 
beginning frequency alignment of the content signal. 

13. Conover in view of Venkatesan do not teach that the orientation specifies random 
frequency bands. 

Katayama teach the orientation that specifies random frequency bands (Katayama 
[22]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to configure Conover in view of Venkatesan invention so that 
the orientation specifies random frequency bands as taught by Katayama. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to pertonn such a modification in 
order to place limits/restrictions on specific frequency bands. 

14. Claims 1-3, 5-8, 10-12 and .14-17 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Venkatesan (U.S. Patent No. 6898706) in view of Feghhi 
(Jalal Feghhi, Jalil Feghhi, Peter Williams, "Digital Certificates Applied Internet 
Security, 1999. ISBN: 0201309807). 

Venkatesan teach an object protection using watermarks. Although the object is 
referred to as software Venkatesan teach that the invention encompasses audio or 
video files (Venkatesan, col. 5 lines 15-29 and 10 lines 1-15). 



Application/Control Number: 10/017,677 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2134 

Venkatesan teach that the publisher of a given object provides the value of the 
watermark to a third-party watermarking authority (WA), along with an 
unwatermarked copy of an object (O). The WA then tests that particular copy to 
ascertain that it is free of watermarks. Once the WA has determined that this copy is 
watermark-free and has also received an appropriate certification from the publisher 
that the copy is not watermarked, the WA then embeds the watermark n times, each 
beginning at a starting location determined by a corresponding different one of the n 
keys, throughout the object in order to yield the watermarked object. All n keys are 
generated by the WA. These keys are generated once and will be universally used 
for, e.g., all objects, from whatever publisher or source, that are to be protected 
(Venkatesan, col. 13 lines 35-49). Each watermark key when used in conjunction 
with a given object necessitate an object dependent interpretation, e.g. specifying, in 
relative, (scaled) fashion, a starting location, in terms of a relative by address, in that 
object at which a corresponding watermark begins (Venkatesan, col. 13 lines 52-57). 
This reads on: receiving a media content signal, selecting an orientation for a 
forensic digital watermark signal to be embedded in the content signal and on 
embedding the forensic digital watermark signal at the selected orientation in the 
content signal. 

Venkatesan teach that the Watermark Authority (receiver) uses pseudo-random 
number generator to derive all n watermark keys (Venkatesan, col. 1-2) that define a 
starting location in a protected objects (in time, space or frequency) through a 
spread sequence predicated on a random seed (Venkatesan, col. 13 lines 35-49), 
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This reads on: the embedding applies a different orientation for different instances of 
embedding the forensic digital watermark and on an instance of embedding 
corresponding to a time period of embedding the forensic digital watermark. 
15. Venkatesan do not disclose plurality of (watermark) authorities and as a result do not 
disclose that the forensic digital watermark embedded by using keys identifies a 
receiver to enable use of the watermark to track the content signal to the receiver 
and that different receivers have different watermarks. 
Feghhi disclose a plurality of authorities (Feghhi, Structures between Multiple 
Certification Authorities", pg. 84). Each of the authorities taught by Feghhi has its 
unique key (public/private pair key to be exact, pg. 84 explicitly discloses authority's 
public key). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to include a plurality of authorities in Feghhi's invention as taught by 
Feghhi. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to perform such a 
modification in order to make Feghhi's invention scalable. 

Similarly to Venkatesan the authority in Feghhi's invention utilizes a key. This key is 
a unique key that derives an object (digital certificate) uniquely identifying the 
authority (Feghhi, Fig. 3-2, pg. 67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's 
invention to use an authority's key in such a way that an object created with the 
authority key identifies the authority (the receiver) as taught by Feghhi One of 
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ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to perform such a modification in 
order to identify and validate the particular authority. 
As discussed above watermark keys specify the location of forensic digital 
watermarks in Venkatesan's invention. Thus, using different keys for different 
receivers as taught by Feghhi would result in different forensic digital watermarks, 
and the selected orientations would vary for different receivers, and as a result the 
forensic digital watermark would identify a particular receiver. 
Also, Venkatesan's watermark keys derived using pseudo-random number 
generator define a starting location in a protected objects in time, space or frequency 
(Venkatesan, col. 13 lines 35-49) and as a result the orientation is random for 
different receivers and for each instance of embedding the digital watermark such 
that the orientation of the digital watermark varies for content signals processed in 
the receiver that the forensic watermark identifies, the orientation specifies random 
beginning tim@/frequency/spatial alignment of the content signal. 
16. Claims 4 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Venkatesan (U.S. Patent No. 6898706) in view of Feghhi (Jalal Feghhi, Peter 
Williams, "Digital Certificates Applied Internet Security, 1999, ISBN: 0201309807) 
and further in view of (Katayama et al. U.S. Pub. No. 20020027994). 
Venkatesan in view of Feghhi teach the method of digital watermarking that embeds 
a digital watermark signal in a media content signal at the selected orientation in the 
frequency domain, wherein the orientation specifies random beginning frequency 
alignment of the content signal. 
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17. Venkatesan in view of Feghhi do not teach that the orientation specifies random 
frequency bands. 

Katayama teach the orientation that specifies random frequency bands (Katayama 
[22]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to configure Venkatesan in view of Feghhi invention so that the 
orientation specifies random frequency bands as taught by Katayama. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to perform such a modification in 
order to place limits/restrictions on specific frequency bands. 

18. Claims 9 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Venkatesan (U.S. Patent No. 6898706) in view of Feghhi (Jalal Feghhi, Peter 
Williams, "Digital Certificates Applied Internet Security, 1999, ISBN: 0201309807) 
and further in view of (U.S. Patent No. 6700989) in view of Hashimoto (U.S. Pub. 
20010009581). 

Venkatesan in view of Feghhi teach the forensic digital watermarks as discussed 
above. 

19. Venkatesan in view of Feghhi do not explicitly teach attempting to detect a digital 
watermark in the content signal, and in response to detecting a digital watermark, 
embedding the forensic digital watermark at an orientation that does not interfere 
with the digital watermark. 

Hashimoto teach detecting digital watermark (first watermark) in the content signal 
and embedding the forensic digital watermark (second watermark) (Hashimoto, 
Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
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applicant's invention to detect a digital watermark in the content signal, and in 
response to detecting a digital watermark, embedding the forensic digital watermark 
given the benefit of increased content protection. 

Embedding the forensic digital watermark at an orientation that does not interfere 
with the digital watermark would be implicit given the fact that interference could 
alter watermarks, effectively defeating the purpose of the watermark protection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Peter Poltorak whose telephone number is 
(571) 272-3840. The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Thursday 
from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and alternate Fridays from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Jacques Louis Jacques can be reached on (571)272-6962. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
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